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South Dakota is a rural state with agriculture a s  its maj6r 
1ndustry . The number of farms in the state ha s been decl ining with 
the number of a cres in farms showing a slight increa se . The United 
States Bureau of the Census reports indicate that in the 35 years 
between 1935 and 1970, the number of farms declined from 83 , 303 to 
45 ,726 , w�ich represents an  average  annual decrea se of more than 1 ,000 
.farm un its (U.S . Bureau of the Censu s ,  1�69: 2). During thi s  same 
period , the number of acres in farms ha s increa sed from slightly over 
37 million �crcs tc about 45.5 millio� �crcs {U.S. E�=c=u of th: 
Census , 1969 : 2). Recent figures demonstrate tha t the number of farms 
continued to decline to 43,500 for 1974, and prel iminary est imates 
show the number of farms in South Da kota to be 43, 000 in 1975 (South 
Dakota Crop and Livestock Report1ng Services , 1975: 3) . These  data 
indi cate  that whil e these farms a s  individual operating unit s  are 
disappearing , the land is being added to other units and continuing to 
be used for a gricultural purposes. 
� Much speculation ha s occurred regarding those who leave farming . 
The idea has been advanced that these are mostly marginal farmers who 
could not effectively compete in today's economy . Others have a ssumed 
that these are primarily farmers who have rea ched retirement age and 
have moved into rural towns or county seat towns to live out their 
retirement years . Anoi;.her view is that these are farmers in productive 
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worki ng years who have been attracted to nonagr icultural job markets 
by higher wages or income potential and are moving to the urban and 
industrial centers. J. 
Statement of the Problem (Much of the research relating to the change in the number of farm 
units has been concerned with the rural to urban migrat i on of farm 
youth0 Considerable i nformation is available concerning the socio­
economi c  characteristics of the ··migrant youth and their occupational 
and educational aspi rations. Some research has been concerned with the 
retirement plans of farme1'S. 
However, very little research data are avai lable concerning farm 
or r2nch ope�ators wh0 are �e!li ng their farming op�r2tions and thus 
affecti ng the number of farm uni ts i n  the area. 
Thi s research study i s  not investi gating the reasons that parti cu-
lar farm opera tors sell their farm uni ts. The major focus of thi s  
study i s  t o  explain the change in the number of farm uni ts b y  investi-
gating changes in other socioeconomic factors. 
Thus, the p:':'oblem to be studied in thi s  research can be stated i n  
questi on form as follows: What i s  the magni tude and variati on of change 
i n  the number of farm uni ts by county i n  South Dakota, and what socio-
�conpmic factors are associ ated with this change in the number of farm 
units? 
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Importance of the Probl em 
The movement of farm families into nonfarm occupations and res i-
dentia l  se_�t ings is ·not a recent phen,omenon; it ha s been a continua l 
process since our country wa s founded . In  other words, the percenta ge 
of population liv ing on farms has shown a lmost a steady dec line since 
the f irst census  of 1790, and the absolute number of peopl e on farms 
has  decl ined steadily since 1935 (Guither, 1 965: 173) .J While  census 
f igures demonstrate these gene�a l trends , they tel l  nothing about the 
farm famil ies who leave farming ,  about the ·factors influencing this 
move, or about the effects of this process on their comri1un i  ties . · 
Moreover ,  despite the importa .nce of changing numbers of farm units 
fvr cccnornic �djustment in the farm sectors , fo:r m�np8'Ner tra ir.ing 
needs, and for the integration of the farm migrant into new s oc ia l  
systems, there have been few studies o f  occupational and res identia l 
patterns of persons who have transferred from farm to nonfarm employ-
ment (Bultena , 1969:  563). It is a commonly accepted premise that 
there is an excess of human resources presently engaged in a gr icultura l 
production and that out-migration is desirabl e (Hill, 1962: 419). How-
ever, littl e  information is ava ilable concerning the process and effects 
of the change that· is occurring . Numerous studies have dealt with the 
migration problems of farm youth to cities ,  with the migration patterns 
of trans ient labor , and with the migration patterns of retiring la bor; 
. \ 
but relative ly few studies have dea lt with the movement of  established 
farmers out-of a gr iculture , and no studies have dealt with the eco-
logical fa ctors of  the.community that may be a f fecting this process . 
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Demogra phers and sociologists have stressed that this  is a 
select ive process (Bogue , 1969: 753). This movement of people off 
farms i s  not a ma ss migration but a movement selective of persons with 
particular  chara cteristics . If  the ecological factors a ssoc iated with 
'this  process could be identified , then the work of people a ssoc iated 
. .  
with a djustments in the rural area would be made ea s ier (B_owring , n.d.: 
3) . Traditional extens ion programs have placed maj or emphas i s  on 
helping build and ma inta in successful farm operations , improve family 
living , and develop the talents and abilities of  youth (Guither , 1965: 
174). However , one important need is farm management information 
prepared spec if ically for those farmers who mus t  dec ide whether or not 
to co:itinuc farming (Gu::.thcr, 1965: 175)". This type of inforr;1�tic� :n�y 
also  be useful to the young person beginning to farm . The important 
questio� f or these people may be: Do I have the resources a nd abilities 
. to establ ish and operate a farming unit tha t will provide a n  a ccepta ble 
level of l iving for my family?. Helping a young person dec ide that he 
la cks the resources to be a successful farmer may be of  more service to 
him than a llowing him to begin with inadequate resources a nd eventually 
�£fer fa ilure and d isappointment (Guither , 1965: 175) . 
Another way of stressing the importance of  understa nding the farm-
to-nonfarm movement process is  to delineate the costs involved in such 
' 
a procedure . Primarily, three broad categories o.f c osts are obvious 
(M:iddox, 1 960 :  395). First of all , . there are cost� to the farm people 
who move . out of _agriculture. Not only monetary costs are involved, but 
als o  the subjective and psycholog ical costs that may have persona � and 
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social impl ications c annot be ignored. Secondly, t here are costs to 
the areas from which farm people move. As popul ation dec l ines ,  the 
total incom� f or the area may decline and the per c apita costs of main ­
taini ng ess ential public services increases . Finall y, ther e are cos ts 
to the areas to which farm people move� 
Thus , numerous researchers point to the lac k of r esear ch c oncern­
ing the process involved in the movement of farm famil ies . However, 
those s tudies that have been concerned with this proces�  appear inade­
quate. Gordon Bul tena has pointed out the ·inadequacy of previous  
research in this area (Bul tena, 1969: 563 ) . Many s tu dieis of farm 
fami l y  movement have failed to distinguish between thos e who left the 
farm as yol..ing people and those vvho moved as pax·t of an OC(;Upaticn2l 
change ( s ee Blau and Duncan, 1967; Bauder and Burchinal, 1965; 
Burchin a� and Jaco?s on, 1963; Freedman and Freedman, 1956; and Lipset, 
.1955) . Als o, much of the previous research is based  upon s amples ob- . 
tai ned from metropolitan areas, with little attention t_o those l ocating 
in smal l er c enters.  This shortcoming may be importan t  if the majority 
of peopl e leaving the farm move to nonmetropoli tan c ommun ities ·. Several 
studies have dealt �ith mobility--aspirations of farm operators ra ther 
than with the c haracteris tics of people who actuall y tr ansfer out of 
agricu lture  ( s ee Baumgartner,  1965; Roy, 1961; Fliegel, 1959; and 
Bovaing and Durgin , n .d. ) . The few s tudies whic h have dealt with ex­
farmers have used smal l  s clmp� es (Hill, 1962, s ampl e s ize=l9; Baird.and 
Bailey, 1958, s ampl e size= 29) , or have failed to differentiate between 
persons ret iring from farming and those transferring into nonfarm 
employment (see Leray a nd Reeder ,  1965; Gu ither , 1 963; and Wil l isie , 
n.d.). 
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One further inadequa cy of previous research is that these.studies 
·have been of such a loca l nature that the genera l ity of these findings 
to other times a nd pla ces is uncerta in . (Ta euber , 1967 : 21 ). 
While th is study does not focus on the actua l individua ls who are 
sell ing their farming units , the results of this study w i l l  provide a 
profile  of the types of areas that have been experienc ing large changes 
in the number of farm units. Such a profile would provide information 
to  a ca demic  a nd g overnmenta l profe.ssiona l personnel c oncern ed w ith 
th:lc problem, and help -'�hem to determine which 0.re:is of the st�tc ;:;2:· 
experience further changes in the number of farm units . Such infor-
mation should fa c il itate planning in connection with the economic and 
socia l impl ications of chang ing numbers of farm un its for an area, and 
would help planners understand the fa ctors that influence cha nges in 
the number of farm units . 
Objectives of the Study 
-
The obj ectives of the study are to determine : 
1. The magnitude and variation of the change in  the number of 
farm units by c ounty in South Dakota . 
: ." 
2. The association 0etween the change in the number of farm units 
a nd selected soc ioeconomic factors . · 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This section reviews the available literature relevant to factors 
associated with farm operators leaving agriculture as an o ccupation. 
As stated earlier, this study does not involve interviewing particular 
farm operators who have sold their farm operations; this study is an 
ecological approach. to explainiAg the change in number Of farm units. 
However, studies using the interview technique provide information ·use-
ful in the selection of those socioeconomic factors that may expla in 
the change in the number of farm units. 
The Agricul tu:r.al Experiment Station at Mississippi Sb.te Unive:r�j.ty 
conducted a study of Alcorn County, Mississippi which has relevance for 
this research. The project involved a· longitudinal study in which a 
.sample of farmers were interviewed in 1955 and the same sample reinter-
viewed in 1958. A comparison was made between those still farming and 
those who were in nonfarm occupations at the end of the three-year 
period. Some of the findings pertinent to this study included: 
1. 
2. 
3 .  
Farmers most likely to leave farming tended to be the 
younger and the older farmers rather than those in the 
middle age range. 
Farmers who shifted to nonfarm occupations tended to have 
lower levels of eaucation than those who remained in 
farming. 
Farmers leaving farming tended to be poorer managers of 
their farming operations. " .(Quality of management based 
upon use or nonuse of 12 recommended practices for that 
area.) · 
·' 
4. The transitiori from farm to a nonfarm occupation involves, 
first, obtaining nonfarm employment to supplement the farm 
income; second, the farm income becomes a supplement to 
the nonfarm income; and the final step is to stop farming 
altogether (Baird and Bailey, 1958 : 4-5) . 
An article entitled, "Potential Mobility in Agriculture: Some 
Reasons for the Existence of a Labor-Transfer Problem," by H. W. 
Baumgartner was published in the Journal of Farm Economics, February, 
1 965 . This article was based upon a study of farm operators ·in 
Minnesota and was concerned with potential mobility among farmers. 
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Baumgartner found that an inverse relationship existed between farmers' 
potential for migration and the independent variables of age and nGmb�r 
of years in farming. He found a direct relationship between farmers' 
potent�al for mobility and the indepe n d ent vqriables of past mobility 
and nonfarm work experience. Finally, Baumgartner found that favorable 
attitudes tovvard farming were associated with low potentials for 
mobility (Baumgartner, 1965: 79). 
The New Hampshire Agricultural Experiment Station published a. 
bulletin entitled, "Factors Influencing the Attitudes of Farmers toward 
Migration Off Farms," by J. R. Bowring and O. B. Durgin. The f� ndings 
of this study indicate no significant relationship between migration 
off farms and the variables of income, age, education, amount of farm 
improvements, corrununi ty participation, and farm indebtedness. Thus, 
Bowring and Durgin conclude that many of the factors commonly assumed 
to affect the rate of migration do not provide sufficient explanation 
. . 
of the migration process from farms (Bowring and Durgin, n.d.: 4-10). 
9 
An art ic l e  entitl ed , "Factors Influenc ing Farm Operators' De-
cis ions to  Leave Farming , "  by Harold D. Guither wa s publ i shed in the 
Journal of Farm Economics , August , 1963. The articl e wa s ba sed upon a 
study of farmers who had left farming between October , 1960 and . March ,  
1961 in  c entra l a nd northern Il l inois. Gu ither reported his  finding s 
in terms of: (1) chara cter istics of thos e  who left farming , (2) 
decision-mak ing c ircumsta nces , a nd (3) rea sons for l eaving. Concern ing 
the chara cteristics of those wh� left farming; Guither found that the 
only s ignificant dif ferences between those who left farming a nd the 
tota l farm popu lation wa s the amount of off farm work for the farm 
operators a nd the ir spouses . Concerning the dec ision-ma king c ircum-
stances� Guither. found that the majo:rity of  thosP ind
.
iv:1.duals leav ing 
farming d id so  voluntarily; only a minor ity of the farmers l eav ing farm-
ing were forced to this a ction due to such fa ctors as hea lth , low 
income , a nd heavy debt . Also , a maj ority of the farmers l eaving farm-
ing had c ons idered such a ction fox more tha n  one year a nd had not left 
farming sooner due to one or more of the fol lowing rea s ons. 
1. They hoped the probl em might improve. 
2. The present s ituat ion had not existed earl ier. 
3. Sa l e  of  farm or lea se terminat ion did not occur prior to 
thi s  year. 
4. Attra ctive j ob or business opportunity came at thi s time. 
5. The operator wa s not eligible .for.soc ia l  secur ity until 
r ea ching age 65. 
·:-a ..... 
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Conc ern ing r easons
.
for l eaving farming , Gu ither found that the 
r easons generally  fel l  into the following categor ies: 
1. f ir:ia n c ia l  problems 
2. tenure probl ems 
3 .  physical hea lth problems 
4. · retirement age 
5. family a nd s imilar probl ems (Gu ither , 1963 : 567-576). 
Another art ic l e  in the Journal of Farm Economics ent itl ed ,  
"Chara cter istics  o f  the Farmers Leaving Agriculture i n  a n  Iowa County, "  
by L owel l D. H i l l concluded that te fa ctors influenc ing' farmers tO 
leave agr iculture were income , heal th, qual ity of  farm fac i l it i es , and 
availability of Ci:edi·�\(IIill , .l962: ·421). 
A study c ompleted in Poland and reported in Stud ia Socjol ogiczne 
in  1961 wa s "Factors of Occupationa l Stabil ity a nd Activeness  Among 
Farmers on Private Farms" by Wacaw f'llakarc zyk.  An ind ivitjua l's s oc ia l  
statu s  a nd h i s  attra ction to farming were found t o  be a ss oc iated with 
occupati onal stability for the farmers in the sample  (Maka rc zyk , 1968: 
289). 
The results of  another study were publ ished in August , 1961 in 
the Journal of Farm Economics. The findings of the study are  conta ined 
in an a rt ic l e  ent itl ed , "F�ctors Related to Leaving Farming , "  by 
Prod ipto Roy . The resu lts of the study-were a l l  negative in  that it 
found that there was no s ignificant �ssociation bet�een the dependent 
variabl e of a spirations to leave farming and the independent variabl es 
of farm p er formance , the soc ioeconomic fa ctors of age , edu cat ion , 
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level of living, family income, and the amount of nonfarrn occu-
pational affiliations (Roy, 1 961: 670 -672) . 
Another study which has relevance for this research was published 
as a bulletin for the Nebraska Agricultural Experiment Station. - The. 
study by Roger Willsie was conducted in six counties of Nebraska and 
was concerned with the characteristics of farmers selling their farms, 
their reasons for selling, the extent of off ... farm employment while 
farming, and the future plans of. the seller.Ce major d istinguishing 
characteristic of the individuals selling their farms was that the 
average farm size of the sellers was less than ·the average size of all 
farms. The major reasons given for selling the farms were financial 
difficulty, drought, and better opportunities outsj.de. of agriculture. 
It was also reported that farmers selling their farms fr�quently pos­
sessed off-farm employment prior to selling their farms.) Finally, 
Willsie reported that the future plans of those leaving agriculture 
varied considerably by destination and displayed no apparent pattern 
(Willsie, n. d. :  5-12) . 
In conclusion, this review of prev ious literature has shown that 
past studies are in considerable disagreement concerning the factors 
associated w ith farmers and ranchers leaving agriculture. Perhaps the 
state of our knowledge concerning this problem was best stated in 
Princ iples of Induct ive Rural Sociology. There are certain k inds of 
selectiv ity of migration by age, by sex, by racial background, and by 
ethnic background; however, " • • • the relationships between other 
kinds of characteristics and rates of migration are not suffic iently 
12 
known to enable many accurate conclusions to be drawn. The work neces­
sary to deal definitively with these matters remains to be done" (Smith 
and Zopf, 1970: 97). 
It is evident that past studies have assumed that both cha�acter-
1stics of the farm operators and the farm units they operate are 
important factors to be considered in a study of the change in number 
of farm units in an area. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
According to Kerlinger a theory is " • • •  a set of interrelated 
constructs (co�cepts ) , definitions, and propositions that present a 
systematic view of phenomena by specifying relations among 
_
variables, 
with the purpose of explaining and predicting the phenomena" (Kerlinger," 
1973: 9) . 
Thus, the major steps in the formulation of a theoretical frame-
work are the development of a conceptual framework, the �formulation of 
propositions, and the development of hypotheses that are empirically 
·. 
Conceptual Framework 
An investigation of the factors associated with declining numbers 
·of farm units is concerned with the behavior of particular individuals. 
Specifically, this research study is· concerned with those farm and 
ranch operators who have sold their farm units and left agriculture as 
an occupation. However, human actions are not random expressions of. 
human a ctivity, but can be viewed as part of a systematic arrangement 
of social uni ts found within a geographical area or corrm1uni ty (Sanders, 
1 966: 1 9) .  In other words; this study investigates a particular type 
of behavior emitted within communities in South Dakota, and these com­
munities are viewed as social systems. Thus, this study is concerned 
not with individual behavior, but with changes· in the subsystems of 
communities. 
305233 SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY 
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A social systems approach explicitly accepts some of the as­
sumptions of sociological functionalism. Functionalism is based in 
part upon the organismic analogy, or the analogy that society is like 
a biological organism (Turner, 1 974 : 17 ) .  After rejecting many of the 
·extremes of the organismic analogy, funct_ionalism began to be typified 
by three basic assumptions. First, social reality is visualized as a 
system. Second, the processes of a system can only be understood in 
terms of the interrelatedness of its parts. And third, a system is 
"bounded" with certain processes operating to maintain both its in­
tegrity and its boundaries (Turner, 1 974: 17 ). 
Thus, this approach assumes that there is an in�erdependence of 
the social units within the counties of · south Dakota which are viewed 
as social systems or conununities. A county may be viewed as a com­
munity in that a community may be defined as a "territorially organized 
system coextensive with a settlement pattern in which (1 ) an effective 
communication network operates, (2) people share common facilities_ and 
services distributed within this settlement pattern, ·and (3) people 
develop a psychological identification with the locality symbol (the 
name )" (Sanders, 1 966: 26) .  Eve�. though not every social unit is 
linked directly to every other unit, there should be discernible chains 
of action and reaction within a social system. The purpose of the 
social systems approach is to trace the interdependencies that do 
exist. 
An investigation of changing social systems is also related to the 
subdiscipline of 'social change within sociology. Theorists of social 
15  
change have also been aware of and concerned with the interdependency 
of segments of social systems. In 1 922 , William F .  Ogburn proposed his 
theory of cultural lag to provide a law of social change comparable to 
the laws of physics and biology (LaPiere, 1965: 3 1) . Ogburn contend�d 
that social changes always originate in the invention by some individ­
ual of a "new way of doing something or of something new to do" 
(LaPiere, 1 965 : 31 ) . Historically, inventions occur most often in the 
field of technology, and Ogburn felt that each new development in 
technology creates some disturbance to the effective working of the 
existing order. Thus, a strain or stress is injected between the new 
technology and other aspects of the social system which change more 
slowly. Cultural lag is the term applied to the resulting disequilibri­
um· between new technology and the rest of the social system. Numerous 
theorists have rejected the concept of cultural lag as so oversimplify­
ing historical realities that it contributes very little (LaPiere, 1965 : 
32) .  However, Ogburn did at least recognize that segments of social 
systems, including technology, are interrelated. Change in one seg­
ment of the social system affects and is affected by changes in other 
segments of the social system. 
Richard T. LaPiere in his textbook Social Change elaborates a 
theory of social change that further supports the contention of inter­
dependencies within a social system. "Most of the devices, procedures, 
concepts, relationships, etc., of a social system are so interdependent 
that the function of each depends fully as much upon other elements as 
upon itself, and a change of any one of them may markedly modify the 
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functi on ing of the others "  (LaPiere, 1 965: 71)� LaPiere then proposes 
the concept of congruence as an explanation of the conditions u nder 
which change will  occu r. The various segments of a s ocial s ystem are 
more or l ess  i ntegrated into a functi onal whole.  The s ocial s ys tem 
�ill  be integrated to the extent that the segments of the s ys tem  are 
cong ruent with one another, and the s ocial sys tem will  be poorl y inte­
grated to the extent that the segments of the sys tem are incongruent 
with one another. C?ong ruency will result in high s ocial rewards
.
for 
the members of the s ystem, and incongruency will  result i n  s tresses  and 
strains on the s ocial system. It is  assumed that a social s ystem char- . 
acterized by incongruency .wi ll be more open to change than a cong ruent 
system. 
LaPiere further contends that it i s  not sufficient s i mply to dis­
tinguish between that condition in which the segments of  a s ystem are 
.congrue nt and that condition in which they are incongrue�t. Thus , 
LaPiere proposes  three abstract models or ideal -type condi tions that 
are based  not onl y upon the level  of congruence , but als o  u pon the 
susceptibil ity of incongruent s ys tems to change.  LaPie re's three 
model s  are termed stable congruence , static incongruence , and dynamic 
incong ruence. Change should n ot be expected in a s ystem that pos sesses 
stabl e  cong ruence,  and under a condition of static incongruence , cir� 
cumstan ces are of s uch a character that .they bl ock efforts on the part 
of the members to change the s ystem. Thus , it is  only unde r a state of 
dynamic incongruence that change cou ld be expected and forthcoming . 
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Finall y, LaPiere attempts to demonstrate that the s oc ial s ystems 
of contemporary America are " comparatively loose" and in  a c ondition of 
general dynamic inc ongruence (LaPiere, 1965: 89-102). 
Thu s ,  the conceptu alizations of s ocial sys tems pos sessing inter­
dependent par ts and the general dynamic inc ongruence  of American 
society provide the bas ic orientation of this study. .In other words ,  
change  c an be expec ted in a sys tem  poss essing dynamic inc ongruence, and 
·a c hange in one segment of a system wil l affec t an d be affec te d  by 
changes  in other segme nts of the social syste m. Specif i c al l y, vari­
ation i n  t he magnitude of  the change in  the number of  farm units iri 
South Dakota may be ass ociated with or expl ain�d by variation in  the 
socfoer.onoJTd c chciracte:dstics of South Da:t<ot8 cot1ntj es. 
Bogue i n  his textbook Pr inc iples of Demography has proposed the 
process  where by suc h  a s tudy may be acc omplished. Bogue s tates that if 
data c oncern ing how one area differs from another and the changes that 
are taking pl ace within these areas are avail able, the obser ve d  popu­
lation e vents may be l inked to the fac tors that most plausi bl y  e xplain 
these variations (Bogue, 1969: 537). The process in volves l inking 
popu l ati on f ac ts for an area wit� soc ioeconomic fac ts f or the s ame 
area. This process may be in the form of a s ubjective type of c orre­
iation, or it may be performed using c onventional s tatistic al tec h­
niques. This procedure may be used to search for interrel ationships 
between man y  demographic and environmental variables.  
Bogue further s tates that such " ec ological correlati on "  is  
identical to c orrel ation as it  is  generally understood, e xc e pt that 
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"aggregates,  populations, or areas are used as units of obse rvation 
instead of indivi du al persons.  The c oncl us ions reac hed  therefore are 
in terms of popul ations , aggregates ,  or areas,  and do not necessarily 
refer to the behavior of indi vidual members of the popu l ations , al - . 
�hough the ecol og i c al c orrelation is not without s tatis tical impli­
cations for the behavior of individu als"  (Bogue,  1969: 538 ). Thu s ,  
the rel at ionship between variations in segments of s oci al s ys tems may 
be investigated. 
Theore tic al Propositions and Associated Research Hypotheses 
The c onceptu al framework , toge ther with the i nformation derive d  
from the review of l i te rature, .generated the foll owing .theore tic al 
p�opositions and associated research hypotheses. 
1. A social s ystem consists of seve ral s ubsystems . 
2. · The s ubsys tems of a social s ystem are interrel ated. 
3 .  The processes of a s ystem c an only be understood i n  terms of 
the interre l atedness  of i ts subsystems . 
4 .  Thus, changes i n  one s ubsys tem will  infl uence or be ass oc i ated 
with c hanges in other s ubsys tems .  
5. The c ou nties of South Dakota are social s ys te ms .  
6. Thus, c hanges within the subsystems of the c ou nties  of South 
Dakota may expl ain  changes wi thin the counties of S ou th Dakota. 
7. Changes in the c t.::irac teristics of these s ubsys tems will in­
fluence c hanges in  other characteris tics of these s ubs ys tems .  
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a. Changes in the socioeconomic c haracteristics of counties in 
South Dakota wil l c ontribute to, or be associated with, the change in 
the n umber of farm units in those counties . 
9. The s oc ioeconomic c haracteristics or s ubsystems of the 
counties that will be investig ated in this s tudy are total population , 
number of rural farm and rural nonfarm population, leve l  of education, 
and leve l  of· income . 
10. Changes in  the socioec onomic charac te ristics of the farm 
operators as s ubs ystems in counties in South Dakota will c ontribute to, 
or be assoc iated with, the change in the n umber of farm units in thos e  
counties . 
11. The soc ioeconomic characteris tic s of the farm operators that 
will be investigated in this study are age an d amount of  off-farm work. 
12. Changes in the socioec onomic characteristics of the farm 
units in c ounties in South Dakota will contribute to, or be associated 
with, the c hange in the number of farm units in those counties. 
13. The s oc ioeconomic c haracteristics of the farm un its that will 
be inve _s tigated in this study are size of farm, value of land and build-
ings,  acres of harvested c ropland, acres of pasture, ac res of irrigated 
land, and market value of agric ultural products sold. 
14. Therefore, the set of independent variables 
X1, x2, x3 , • • •  , x33 wil l contribute significantly to the observed 
variations in the c hange in number of farm units within South Dakota 
counties - when the variables are define d  as specified in Chapter IV. ' -
CHAPTER IV 
METHODOLOGY 
Prel iminary Assumpti ons 
The demographic and soc ioec onomic data used for this s tudy were 
derived from t he 1 969 and 1 959 Censuses of Agr iculture and t he 1 970 
and 1 960 Cens uses of Population. Two assumptions were made regarding 
these data. It is assumed that census data (1 ) would represent the 
entire p opul ation of inqu iry, and (2) would . c ontain only neglig ible 
error. 
Definitions 
The cho :l � o  :i_ n  t.he number of farm un :i ts for ea ch county wa s d e ­
fined a s  the difference in number of farm units in 1969 from that in 
1959 i n  the c ounties of South Dakota. 
The Census of Agriculture defines a farm unit as either a place of 
less than 10 acres if the sales of the agr icu ltural products amounted, 
or normally would amount, to at leas t $250 or a pl ace of .10 acres or 
more if the s ales of agricultural products for the ye ar amounted, or 
normal ly would amount, to at lea-�t $50 (U. S. Bureau of the Census,  
�969, p . V ) . 
Objective One 
Obj ecti ve One of the .study was to determine the magnitude and 
variation · i n  the change i n  number of farm units by county in South 
Dakota. 
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Unit of Analysis 
For Objective One the county was the unit of analysis . The county 
was s e lected as the unit of analysis bec ause census d ata relevant to 
the population are available on the county level. 
General Descriptive Procedures 
All values were coded by county us ing s tandard c oding procedures .  
Us ing the coded d ata, descriptive rank-order tables were prepared 
for the extent of the change in number of farm units in the counties 
and for the percent change · in the number of farm units in  the counties . 
Rank-ordered c ounties were classified into c ategories  of various 
leve ls of c hange in number of farm units in the counties . 
To attain cla ssi ficati on a Gcording to the a ctua l change in the 
number of farm units for counties , the following steps were performed :  
1. The average change in the number of farm units per county for 
the S tate as a whole was calculated.  
2 .  This average change  in the number of farm units was inserted 
into the rank-order array, thereby dividing the array in to two seg­
ments. 
3. The range for both the upper segment and the lower segment of 
the array was determined by c alc ulating the difference between the 
upper limit score and the average and the difference between the lower 
limit score and the average .  
4 .  These two segments of the array were then eac h  d ivided in half 
res ulting �n  four quartiles of the array. 
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5. All counties in the upper quartile were label ed a s  the " high­
est cha ng e  group , "  those in the upper-middle quartile a s  the " high 
change group , "  those in the lower-middle quartile  as the "moderate 
change  group , "  and those in the lcmer-quartile as the " low-change 
group . "  
To a tta in cla ss ification according to the percent chang e  in the 
number of farm units for counties , the same steps a s  above were fol-
lowed except tha t the percent change for the Sta te a s  a whol e  wa s used 
to divide the rank-ordered array into two segments . 
The counties were then coded onto a state map a ccording to the 
category into which they were selected . · 
After tabula ting the change in bunilier of farm units by county ,  the 
data were a na lyzed on area l ba ses such as Ea st River South Da kota 
versus West  River South Dakota , or such a s  South Dakota ' s  s ix planning 
. distri cts . 
Obj ective Two 
Obj ect ive Two of this study was to determine the a ssocfation 
between the c hange in the number of farm units a nd sel ected socio-
economic factors . 
Unit of Ana lys is 
As with Obj ective One ,  the county was t�e unit of ana lys is . 
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Independent Variabl es 
The va lues for a l l  independent varia bl es were ca l cu la ted according 
to the change in number in the values of those variabl es between 1959 
and 1969 for the Census of Agriculture and between 1960 a nd 1970 for 
the Census of Popula tion . The independent variabl es were the change 
in: 
1 .  Total county population . 
2 . Number of rura l farm population . 
3 .  Number o f  rura l nonfarrn population . 
4. Population dens ity per square mile . 
5 .  Median school years completed ( persons 25 years old a nd over ) . 
6 .  Median incor.1e for famil ies . 
7. Number of famil ies with income of less  than $3 , 000 . 
· 8 . Farm operators under 25 years . 
9 .  Farm operators 25 to 34 years . 
10 . Farm operators 35 to 44 years . 
Farm operators 45 to 54 years . 
Farm operators 55 to 64 years . 
Farm operators 65 years and over .  
Average age  of  a l l  farm operators . 






16. Farm operators reporting 100 or more days of  off-farm work . 
17 . Acres of la nd in farms . 
18 . Average s ize of farm . 
1 9 .  Average  va lue of land and bu ildings per fa:rm . 
farm . 
20 . Average  va lue of land and buildings per a cre . 
21 . Acres of harvested cropland .  
22. A9res of cropland used only for pasture or gra zing . 
23 . Number of farms using �rigation . 
24 . Acres of irrigated land . 
25. Number of cla ss  1 farms : sa les of $40 , 000· a nd over .  
2 6 .  Number o f  class  2 farms : sales of $20 ,000 to $39 , 999 . 
27 . Number of c lass  3 farms : sa les of $ 10 , 000 to $19 , 999 . 
28 . Number of c la ss 4 farms : sales of $5 , 000 to $ 9 , 999 . 
29. Number of class  5 farms : sa les of $2 , 500 to $4 , 999 . 
30 . Market va lue of a l l  agri cu ltura l products s old . 
3 1 . Average  market va luE: of  ail  a gx icul ·t;--'i ... a l  p1 ... 0ducts sold per 
32 . Va lue  of  a l l  crops s old . 
33 . Va lue of a l l l ivestock  and l ivestock products sold . 
Dependent Var iable 
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The va lues for the dependent variable were the change  in number of 
farm units f or each county between the 1959 and 1 969 Census  of Agri­
culture . 
Null Hypothes i s  
The nul l  hypothes is  for the regression analys is a ssumed the fol-
lowing form: 
Varia tions in x1 , x2 , x3 , • • •  , X33 will  not contr ibute s ignifi-. 
cantl y  to the explana tion of the observed varia tions in  the dependent 
variable ,  when the independent variables and the dependent variable 
are defined a s  above . 
Method of  Ana lys is 
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The method of  ana lys is wa s  through the process  of what Bogue 
terms " ec olog i ca l  correlation" (Bogue , 1 969 : 537-538).  Bogu e . sta tes 
that  a s  an explanatory device ,  ecolog ica l correlation involves the 
following process :  "A  set of  areas may be  adopted a s  un its of obser­
vation . The phenomenon of popula tion distribution is  a ccepted a s  the 
dependent varia ble (Y ) and the environmenta l or other observation for 
the same area is a ccepted a s  the independent var iable (X ) . I f  we take 
observat i ons concerning both X and Y for ea �h area , we- · obta in a s eries 
of pa irs of obs erva t :i. ons for the dependent and the independent varI ­
able s . We may  use  conventiona l methods of  statistica l a na lys is , such 
as c9rre
1
lation and regression , to find out whether the two s ets of 
observations  .do  indeed covary in a nonrandom way" (Bogue ,  1 969 : 537) . 
Thus ,  the statistica l ana lysis wa s forward solution multipl e re­
gres s ion .  This  means of ana lysis is designed to a ccount for the 
varia bi l ity of the dependent variable as it might be a ssociated with 
the variabil ity of the independent varia bl es . This  procedure permits 
the researcher to test for overall  effects by assess ing sta tistica lly 
the relat ive importance of ea ch of the independent var iabl es  that help 
expla in s ignif icantly the variation in the dependent var iabl e . Forward 
solution regre s s ion proceeds in the .· following manner . First , the 
correlations of a ll the independent variabl es · with the dependent vari­
able are ca l cula ted . The independent variable tha t ha s the highest 
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zero order c orrelation with the dependent variabl e  is entered f irst 
· into the ana lys is . The next variable to enter is the one that produces 
the greate�� increa se in the amount of var iance o f  the dependent vari-
able that is  expla ined ,  a fter controll ing for the independent var iabl e  
a lready i n  the equa tion . The third variable to enter is  the one that 
produces the grea test increase in the amount of expla ined variance ,  
after controll ing for the effects of the other variabl es a lready in 
the equation . This process continues for a s  many variables  a s  the 
researcher wishes to enter and is genera lly terminated when the 
addition of another variable does not add a significa nt . amount to the 
explana tory power of the regression equation . 
The formul'4 for the . :rcgrcssio!'1 · cq�ation ·.vill  a s s um e  the form� 
·Level of  Sign ifica nce 




THE MAGNITUDE AND GEOGRAPHIC VARIATION OF THE CHANGE IN 
THE NUMBER OF FARM UNITS BETh'EEN 1959 AND 1 969 
FOR THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
Thi s  chapter examines the extent of change in the number o f  farm 
units between 1 959 and 1969 in the State of South Dakota . Obj ective 
One of the study sought to determine both the magn itude of cha ng e  in 
the number of farm units in South Da kota and the var iation of the 
change by geographic l ocation . Consequently ,  thi s  chapier reports the 
findings relative to the change in number of farm units between .1 959 
�nd 1 959 for CQ Ch county i� the State . 
Magnitude and Geographic Variation of  Change 
in the Number of  Farm Un its 
In S outh Dakota the number of farm units changed from 55 , 727 in 
1959 to 45 , 726 in 1 969 for a net ' l oss of 10 , 001 farm un its during that 
time per i od . Appendix I rank-orders counties a ccording to  the change  
in number of  farm units between 1959 and 1969 . The cha nge  in ·the 
number of farm units for ea ch county ranged from a loss  of 379 farm 
units in Brookings and Roberts Counties to a ga in of two farm units 
for Pennington County. 
Fol l owing the methods spec ified in Chapter IV , Appendix I groups 
the ra nk-ordered counties into four ca tegories :  highest change group, 
high change - group , modera te change group , and low chang� group . 
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The upper a nd l ower l imits for the chang e i n  the number of fa rm 
units wer e  -379 to -265 for counties in the highest cha nge grou p, -257 
to -161 in . �he high cha nge group, -147 to -90 in the moderate change 
group, a nd -72 to +2 in the law cha nge group. 
Of the 67 counties, the numbers and percentages where the ma gni"'." 
tude of cha nge in the number of fa rm units between 1959 a nd 1 969 were 
cla ssified a s  highest, high, moderate, a nd low were 1 1  counties ( 1 6 . 4  
percent ) for highest, 20 counti�s (29 . 8  percent ) for high, 13  c�unties 
{ 19.4 percent ) for moderate, a nd 23 counties (34 . 3  perce nt ) for the 
low cha nge g roup. 
In g enera l ,  Append ix I indicates considerabl e  var ia tion in the 
chang e in nurnL0x of farm units between 1 959 a nd 1 969 in c ount i e s  in the 
State. 
The var iation of the change in number of fa rm u nits by geogra phic 
l ocati on in South Dakota is shown on Ma p  1 .  Ma p 1 wa s e xa mined to 
determi ne the extent of change in the number of fa rm units by State 
pla nning district {Table 1 ) . Districts I ,  I I ,  I II , a nd IV s how a 
high proportion of counties with change in the number of fa rm . units 
cla ss i f ie d a s  highest and  high; s ix out of six, ten out of ten, seven 
out of twel ve ,  a nd · eight out of ten, respectivel y. However , Districts 
V a nd VI  ha ve no counties in the highest and hig h cha nge groups , a nd 
District VI ha s  no counties in  the top three cha nge  categor ies .  
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f'fla p  1 .  Ma g nitude of change in the number of farm units between 1959 a nd 1 969 
in South Da kota counties . 
Leg end : Highest Cha ng e  Gr oup 
High Cha ng e Group 
Modera te Change Gro·up 
·. 
Low Chang9 Group 











NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN EACH CHANGE CATEGORY , BY NUMERICAL 
CHANGE AND BY STATE PLANNING D ISTR ICT 
State Change Category * · 
Planning 
District Highest High · Moderate 
District l fl 5 1 0 
District 1 4 6 0 
District I I I  0 7 5 
District IV 2 6 . 2 
District V 0 0 6 
District VI 0 0 0 
* 
Cla ss ification according to numerica l change in number of 
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Percent Change in the Number of Farm Un its by County 
Rather than s imply  examining the change in number o f  farm units , 
an examina_�ion of  the percent change in number of farm uni ts i s  neces-
sary to ga in further ins ight into the magnitude and geogra phic vari­
·ation in the change that ha s taken place . In other words , th�. 
question 
becomes : Are the counties showing the greatest change in number of 
farm un its a l so the counties showing the greatest proportional change , 
or are these counties showing greater changes s imply because they have 
greater tota l numbers of farm units at the beginning of the time 
period? 
As sta ted previously, South Dakota lost 10 , 001 farm units between 
1959 and 1969 ; thus , South Dakota reported c. - 17 . 95 pc.l'c cnt �hn � g c  ::..n 
the number of  farm units during this time period . Appendix II  rank-
orders c_ounties a ccord ing to the percent change in the number of  farm 
units between 1959 and 1969 for ea ch county . The percent chang e in 
number of farm units for each county ranged from -30 . 70 perc ent for 
Zieba ch County to +0 . 29 percent for Pennington County . 
Following the methods specified in Chapter IV , Appendix II groups 
the rank-ordered counties into four categories :  highest  change , high 
change ,  moderate chang e ,  and low change .  
The upper a nd l ower percent change l imits were -30 . 70 percent to 
-24. 34 percent for counties in the highest change group ,  -24 . 29 percent 
�o -18 .. 02 percent for the high chan�e group , - 17 . 7� 
. . 
percent to -8 . 94 
percent for the modera te change  group , and -7 . 99 percent to +0 . 29 per-
cent f or the l ow  change group .  
Of the 67 counties , the numbers and percentages where the per­
cent change in the number of farm units wa s cla ssified a s  highest , 
h igh,  moderate , or lov-1 were 6 counties ( 9. 0 percent ) for highest,  28 
count ies (41 . 8 percent ) for high , 24 counties (35 .8  percent ) for 
moderate , and 9 counties ( 13. 4  percent ) for the low change group . 
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In general ,  Appendix II  indica tes that sl ightly - over one-ha l f  of  
the counties in the State fa l l  into the highest or high change groups  
·-
in terms of percent change in the number of farm units . 
The variation of the percent change in number of farm units by 
geogra phic location in South Dakota is shown on Map 2. Ma p  2 wa s . 
examined to  determine the variation in percent change by State Plan-
n ing distri ct (Table II ) � Districts I ,  II , III > and IV show a high 
proportion of counties with percent change in number of  farm units 
cla ss i fied as highest and high ; eight out of ten , four out of s ix ,  
eight out o f  twelve , and s ix out of ten , respectively.  However , 
Districts V and VI have lower pro'portions of counties in the highest 
and high change  ca tegor ies ;  five out of eighteen and three out of 
e leven , respectively . 
Comparison of the Two Techniques of Examining the Geographic 
Variation of the Change in Number of Farm Units 
The numer ica l change and percent change in the number of farm units 
between 1959 and 1969 can be compared as  to the number o f  counties that 
appear in d ifferent change categories in Maps 1 and 2. One can see in  
Maps 1 a nd 2 that 28 counties rema ined in  the same cha nge  category , 31 
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M:i p  2 .  Perc ent cha nge in the number of farm units between 1959 a nd 
1969 . 
Legend : · 
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Highe st Change Gr oup 
High Change Group 
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TABLE I I  
NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN EACH CHANGE CATEGORY , BY PERCENT 
CHANGE AND BY STATE PLANNING DIS1RICT 
Sta te Change Ca tegory
* 
P l a nn ing 
D i str ict Highest High Modera t e  
D i str ict I 1 7 2 
D i s tr ict I I  0 4 2 
D i str i ct I I I  1 7 4 
D i str ic t  IV 1 5 4 
D is tr i ct V 3 2 · 8 
Di str i c t  VI 0 3 4 
*
cla s s i f i ca t ion a c cording to perc ent cha ng e  in number of 










counties shifted one category up or down , seven counties shifted two 
categories up or down , and one county shifted four ca tegories , from 
the lO'llV to the highest change category. Thus , 59 counties or 88 . l  
percent of a l l  67 counties either did not shift categories or shifted 
only one category. 
By State planning district , Planning Districts I ,  II , III, and 
IV, a l l  found in East River South Dakota , have the largest proportions 
of counties in the highest or high change  ca tegories , using e ither 




This chapter reports the st�tistical find ing s rel ated to Obj ective 
Two of the study . It reports findings regard ing the extent to which 
observed variations in changes in selected demographic  a nd socio­
economic fa ctors c ontributed s ignificantly to the expla na tion of the 
observed varia tion in the change in the number of farm un its in ea ch 
county between 1 959 a nd 1 969 . 
Sta tistica l Test 
Forward s o lution multiple regress ion ana lys is was u s ed for the 
purpo�� of .testing the a ssoc iation between the s et of indcr;cndcnt 
var iables a nd the dependent varia ble .  Util ization of thi s  technique 
yielded in rank-order fashion the independent var iabl e s  a nd their 
a ssoc iation with the dependent variabl e .  This techn ique a ls o  a l l ows 
the researcher to minimize the number of independent va r iables and 
max imi ze the amount of explanation of the observed varia nce  in the 
dependent var iable .  The assoc ia tion between the variabl e s  was tested 
at  the 0 . 05 l evel of signi ficance . 
Independent Var ia bl es 
The change during the selected tiffie period for the following were  
design�ted a s  the independent variables :  
1 .  Tota l  county popula tion .  
2 .  Number o f  rura l farm population . 
over ) . 
3 . Number o f  rura l n onfarm popula t i on . 
4 .  Popu la t i on dens ity per square m i l e .  
5.· Med ia n scho o l  yea rs c ompl eted ( pers ons 25 yea r s  old a nd 
6 .  Med ia n income for fam i l i es . 
7 .  
8 .  
9 .  
Number of fami l i e s  with 
Avera g e  a ge of all farm 
Number o f  farm opera tors 
i ncome under $3,000. 
opera tor s . 
reporting da ys o f  off- farm work . 
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10. 
farm wor k .  
Number of fa rm operators report ing 100 da ys or more of off-
1 1 . Acres of l and in farms . 
12 . Avera ge s i z e  of farm . 
13 . Avera g e  va lue of land a nd bu ild ing s per farm . 
14 . Avera g e  va l u e  of la nd a nd bu i ld ing s per a cr e . 
15 . Acres of ha rves ted cropland .  
16 . Acres o f  cropla nd u sed �nly for pa s ture or gra z ing . 
17 . Number of farms us ing irr igat ion . 
1 8 . A cres o f  irriga ted la nd .  
1 9 . Number o f  c l a s s  1 farms : sa les o f  $40, 000 a nd over . 
20 . Number of c l a s s 2 fa rms : sa l es o f  $20, 000 t o  $39,999. 
21 . Number o f  c l a s s  3 fa rms : sa l es o f  $10,000 t o  $19,999. 
22 . Number of c la ss 4 farms : sa les o f  $5, 000 t o  $ 9, 999. 
23 . Number of c l a s s  5 farms : sa les o f  $2,500 to $4,999. 
24 . Ma rket va l u e  of a l l  a gricu l tura l products s o l d . 
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25 . Avera g e  market va lue o f  a l l  a gr icultura l pr odu ct� sold 
per farm . 
26 � Va l u e  o f  a l l  cr ops sold . 
27 . Va l u e  of a l l  l ivestock a nd l ivestock products s o l d . 
Va riabl e s  x8 , x9 , x10 , x1 1 , x12 , a nd x13 were e l im i na ted from the 
regres s ion a na l ys i s . These va riabl e s  reported the c ha n g e  in the number 
of farm opera tors in ea ch of the a ge ca tegor ies us ed by the censu s . In 
the in i t ia l regre ss ion a na lysis , thes e va ria bl es were the on ly s ign i f i ­
cant var iabl e s , a nd a l l  of the s e  va ria bl es posses sed pos i t ive regre s s ion 
c oeff i c i ents of s im i lar ma gnitude . Thus , there wa s n o  d i f ference . 
in the e f fe cts of the s e  va ria bl es on the de pendent var ia b l e ,  and 
cha n g e s  i n  the n�mbcr of farm opera tors in ea ch a g e  c ohort d oes not 
expla in the cha ng e  in the number of farm un its . 
Depend ent Var ia bl e 
The dependent va r ia bl e wa s the change in the number o f  farm un i ts 
betwe en
.
the 1959 a nd 1969 Censu s of Agr icul ture . 
Nu l l  Hypothe s i s  
For the purpos e of testing the s ign ifica n c e  of the a s s o c iation 
hypothe s i zed between the independent a nd the dependent va r ia bl es , the 
independent var iables X1 , X2 , X3 , • • • , X7 and Xl4 ' Xl5 ' X l 6 ' • • •  
, X33 
were d e f ined a s  a set , a nd the fol l owing nu l l  hypothe s i s  wa s formu -
la ted : 
The s e t  of i ndependent va riabl es wi l l  n ot contr ibu te s ign i f i ­
ca ntly to the expl a na t ion of the var iation observed i n  the cha nge in 
the number of farm units (Y) . 
Sta t i s t ica l F i nd ings 
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Ta bl e  III reports the stat istica l f ind ing s rela t iv e  t o  the f orwa rd 
s o lu t i on regress i on run . Var iabl es X28 , x29, x27 , a nd x33 were found 
to c ontr ibu te s ign i f icantly to the explana t ion of the obs erved var i ­
a t i on i n  the cha ng e  i n  number o f  fa rm un its . Stated d e s cr iptivel y ,  
South Da kota count ies with· grea ter decrea s es in the number of farm 
units were chara cter ized by: 
1 .  Grea ter decl ines i n  
·
the number of c l a ss 4 fa rm s  ( sa les of 
$5 , 000 t o  $9 , 999 ) . 
2 .  Grea ter decl ines in the number of c l a s s  5 farms ( sa l es of 
$2 , 500 to $4 , 999 ) . 
3 .  Grea ter decl ines in the number of c l a s s  3 fa rms ( sa l es of 
$10 , 000 to $19 , 999 ) . 
4 .  Greater increa ses in the amount of l ivestock a nd l ivestock 
products so l d . 
Thu s , the s e  four independent var ia bl e s  ta ken together expla in 89 . 9  
perc ent o f  the tota l var iation in the change in number o f  farm un its 
between 1 959 a nd 1 969 . The nu l l  hypothes is tha t the set o f  independent 
var ia b l es ta ken tog ether �oes not expla in the var ian c e  o f  the dependent 
varia b l e  ma y therefore be r ej ected (F = 138 • 69) • 
TABLE I I I  
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VAR IA BLES IN 
ORDER OF IMPORTANCE AS ENTERED 
INTO THE EQUATION 
Independent Sum Of Proportion Cumulative Regress ion 
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y 
Va r ia bles Squares Of Proportion Coe f f ic ient I ntercept 
A ccounted Variat ion Of F or 
For J;xpl a�ned Variation S ignificant 
Expl ained Va ria bl es 
X22 
574041 . 984 0 . 778 0 . 778 0 . 549 -7 . 936 
X23 68863 . 189_ 0 . 093 0 . 871 o . s
·21 
X21 14405 . 504 0 . 020 0 . 890 0 . 4-19 
x
21 
6699 . 869 0 . 009 0 . 899 - o . ooo* 
. 
*
rhe regress i on c oef f i c i ent is 0 . 000 wi th x27 still being s i g -
. n ifica nt d u e  t o  the fact that the F-test is bas ed upon the standardi zed 
regress ion coeffici ents ; in the c ase of X27 this standardized regres -
s ion coef ficient is 0 . 143 . 
CHAPTER V I I  
SUMW\RY , CONCLUSIONS , IMPLICATIONS , AND 
RECOMMENDA TIONS 
The purpos e of this cha pter is t o :  
1 .  Summar i ze the resea rch probl em , obj e ctiv es ,  a nd d e s ign . 
2 .  Summar i z e  the ma� or find ings a nd conc l u s i on s  r e l a ted t o  the 
two o bj ec t iv e s  of the study. 
3 .  Dis cu s s  impl i ca t ions der ived from - the r e s earch f ind ings a nd 
conc lu s i ons . 
4 .  D i s c u s s  l im itat ions· of the study a nd re c ommenda t i on s  for 
further r e s ea rch . 
Summary of the Resea rch Probl em , 
Obj ectives , a nd Des ign 
The Un ited Sta te s Bur eau of Census r eports ind ica te tha t in the 
35 yea r s betwe en 1 935 a nd 1 970 , the number of farms in Sou th Da kota 
dec l ined from 83 , 303 to 45 , 726 , whi ch repr e sents a n  a vera g e  a n nua l 
decrea s e of more tha n 1 , 000 fa�m _ units . This d ec l ine sug g e sted the 
appr opr ia t en e s s of investigating the fol l owing : " Wha t i s  the mag -
-n i tude a nd var ia t ion o f  cha ng e  i n  the number o f  fa rm un i t s  b y  c ounty 
in S outh Da kota a nd wha t  soc i oec onom i c  fa ctors a r e  a s s o c i a ted with 
thi s cha n ge in the number of farm un its? 
The obj e c t iv e s  of the study were to determ i n e :  
1 .  The rna gn i tude a nd va r ia ti on o f  the change_ i n  number o f  farm 
units by c oµ nty in South Da kota . 
2. The a ss o c ia t ion between the change in the number o f  farm 
un i ts a nd s e l ected s o c i oeconomic fa ctor s . 
L itera ture pertinent to the change in the number o f  fa rm units 
wa s  r eviewed ,  a nd the g enera l iza tions rel eva nt t o  the pr e s en t  s tudy 
fou n d  i n  the l itera ture wer e reported . 
The c on ce ptua l model ut i l ized for this study wa s pre s ented i n  
Chapter I I I  a nd c onta ined the c onc eptua l i za t i on s  o f  s o c i a l  sys tems 
pos s e s s ing interdependent pa rts a nd the genera l dynam i c  inc ongruenc e 
of America n  soc iety . In other wor ds , chang e ca n be expe cted in a 
syst em p o s s e s s ing dynam ic in c ongru enc e ,  and a cha n g e  in on e s e gment 
of a s ys_tem w i l l  a f fect and be a f fected by cha n g es in 
.
other s egments 
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. o f  the s o c ia l  s ys tem . The conc eptua l model a nd the i n f orma t i on drawn 
from the r ev i ew o f  l itera tur e wer
'
e in corpora ted a s  par t  o f  a the o ­
ret i c a l s et of pr opos it ions a nd a s soc ia ted resea rch hypoth e s es . I t  
wa s t h e or i z e d  tha t va r ia ti on in the magn itude of t h e  c ha n g e  in the 
number o f  fa rm u n its in South Da kota may be a s soc ia ted w i th or ex­
pla i ne d  by var ia t ion in other s oc ioec onomi c chara cter is t i c s  o f  the 
county , the fa rm opera tors , a nd the farm
.
un its themse lv e s . 
Thirty-thr e e  independent s oc ioec onomi c var ia bl e s  were s el e cted 
as c on s tituting a s et of var iables . It wa s hypothes i z ed tha t the s e t  
of independen t  var ia bl es x1 , x2 , x3 , • • •  , x33 wou l d  c ontr ibut e  
. ·  
signi fica ntly to the expla na tion of the va r ia t i on obs erve d in the 
change in number of farm uni t s  (Y ) .  
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The method o l og i ca l spe c i f ica ti on s  g overn i ng the r e s ea r c h  were 
d is cu s s ed in Cha pter IV , i n cluding the d e s igna t i on of the c ou nty a s  
the u n i t  o f  a na l ys i s , the cr iteria for the de s cr ipt ive c la s s i f.�ca t ion 
of the c ha ng e . in the number of farm u n its , the spec i f ica t i o_n of the 
variables , a nd the method for sta tisti ca l ana l ys i s . 
The d es cr ipt ive f indings relative to the magn i tu d e  and var ia ti on 
of the change in the number of farm un its in South Dakota were reported 
in Cha pter v .  The s ta t istica l findings r e l a t ive t o  d et erm i n ing those 
s oc i oe c on omi c  fa c tors tha t hel ped expla i n  obs erved var i a t i on s  in the 
cha nge in nun1ber cf foritt units wer e rcp::::-t()d in C!-.:i pter VI . 
Ma j or F indings a nd Conc
"
ius ions 
The ma j or f ind ing s a nd c on c lu s i on s  r e l at ive to the tw o  obj ec t ives 
of the study were : 
Obje c t iv e  On e :  F ind ings 
Summari zed , the maj or f indings r e l a t ed to Obj e ct ive On e were :  
1 .  The cha n g·e in number of farm u n i t s  f or ea c h  county r a n g ed from 
a l oss of 379 farm u nits in Brookings a nd Roberts Count i e s  to a ga in o f  
two farm units f or Penn ington County . The per cent cha nge i n  t h e  number 
of farm un its f or ea ch co�nty ra nged from -30.70 perc ent for Zieba ch 
County to +0 . 29 p erc ent f or Penn i ngfon County . 
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2. Approx ima tely on e-ha l f  of the counties· in South Da kota ex ­
per i en c ed d ec l in e s  in the number of fa rm units tha t wou l d  be . c la s s i f i ed 
in the h i gh�s t  .or high change categor ies . 
3 .  Stat e  pla nning d i str i cts I ,  II , I I I ,  a n d  IV pos s e s s  high 
propor t i o n s  of c ounti es with change 
.
in the number of farm uni t s  c la s ­
s if i e d  a s  highest a nd high . D istr ict V ha d n o  count i e s  in the highes t  
a nd h i gh c ha ng e categor ies , a n d  Distr i ct VI ha d no c ount i e s  in the top 
thre e  c ha n g e  c a tegor ies . In terms of perc ent c ha nge in the number o f  
farm u n i ts , P l ann ing D i str i cts I ,  I I , I I I ,  and IV  a l s o  ha d h igh pro-
portions o f  c ount i e s  in the highest a nd h igh cha nge categor i e s , a s 
when c la s s i f i e d  a c c ording to a ctua l cha nge in number of fa rm un its . 
Obje ctive On e :  C o � c l u s i o n s  
Ba s ed on the f indings relative to Obj ectiv e  One ,  it i s  c on c luded 
tha t :  
l .  A l l  c ount ies i n  South Dakota have exper i e n c ed c ha n g e s  i n  the 
number of farm un its , but these cha ng es ha ve var ied c on s id erably by 
c ounty . 
2. Whether in terms of a ctua l cha ng e or p er cent cha n g e , the 
_ _  -:: 
c ounti es c ompr i s ing the plann ing d istr i cts in e a stern S ou th Da k ota ha ve 
exper i e n ce d  the grea te st decl ines in the number of farm units . 
Obj e ct ive Two : F i nd i ngs 
The s e c ond obj ect ive · of the study wa s  to d etermine wha t s e l ected
 
soc i o ec on om i c  fa c tors were a s s o c iated with var ia t i ons i n  the cha
nge in 
number o f fa nn u� i ts r eported for South Dakota counti es · 
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Four independent variabl es in cooiliiriation were found t6 expla in 
s ignificantly  the· variation in the change in number o f  farm units by 
counties . These four variables expla ined approximatel y  90 percent of 
the observed varia nce in the dependent variable .  
Grea ter decreases in the number of farm units were found in 
counties  where there were : 
1 .  Greater decl ines in the number of class 4 farms ( sa l es of 
$5, 000 to $9 , 999 ) . 
2. Greater decl ines in the number of class  5 farms ( sa les of 
$2, 500 to $4 , 999 ) . 
3 .  Greater decl ines in. the number of class 3 farms ( sa les of 
$10 , 000 to $19 > 999 ) . 
4 . Greater increases in the amount of l ivestock a nd l ivestock 
products sold . 
· Objective Two : Conclusions 
Bas ed on the findings relative to Obj ective Two ,  it is c oncluded 
that :  
1 .  The decrea se in the number of  farm units for c ounties in South 
Da kota wa s pr imarily a consequence of the decrea se in numbers of smal­
ler farm u n its . However , this land is n�t ta ken out of  produc tion ; the 
tota l a creag e  in farms for South Dakota has shown a s l ight increase . 
Thus , these  sma ller farm uaits are being consol idated into l arg er farm 
units . 
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2. This  decrea se in the number of farm units ha s been a ccom­
pa nied by a shift from crop production enterprises to l ive stock 
operat ions which require more a creage for pa sture and feed production . 
Impl ications 
The f indings a nd conc lusions ra ise questions regarding the a s so c i­
ation between the change in the number of farm units a nd the s ize o f · 
farm units in South Dakota . Some maj or implica tions are : 
1 .  Since the maj ority of the independent var ia bles  d id not s i g ­
n if icantl y  contribute t o  a n  explanation o f  the varia t ion in the 
dependent varia bl e ,  the concept of the soc ia l  system is n ot entirely  
effective as  a device in expla ining changes in  the number of farm 
units . Soc ioeconomic variables rela ted to the county a nd related tc 
the farm opera tors within the county were not s igni f icant .  
2 . The decl ine in the number of farm units in South Dakota wa s 
largely expla ined by the dec l ines in the number of sma l l er farm units  
a nd the process of shifting from primarily crop produc t i on to  l ivestock 
operations which requ ire greater amounts of land . · The farm un its c om­
monly referred to a s  " sma ll  family farms" are included in  the farm 
units that are be ing sold and added to other , larger farm units . 
3 .  Since the decl ine in the number of farm units may be due to 
the decl ine of sma l l  family farms , these sma l l  fa:rm units may not be 
economica l l y - a ppropria te t(· the pres ent agricultura l era . 
4 .  If , a s  a ma tter o f  publ ic policy, the ma intena nce  of sma l l  farm 
units in this state is thought to be des irabl e and if  pa st trends c on�  
tinue ,  then any attempt to  ma inta in sma l l  farm units in the fa ce  of  
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this trend would requ ire substantia l publ ic subs idiza tion of  such agri­
cultura l operat ions . Such subs idies might include the e s ta bl ishment of  
rura l outrea ch programs to  improve farm ma nag ement , encoura gement of 
research ,  a nd devel opnent of ma chinery more su itabl e  to sma ller farm 
operations , a s  wel l  a s  direct f inancia l  expenditures . 
5 .  I n  Chapter III  o f  this thes is , it wa s  indicated that the find­
ing s of  ecologica l correlation are not only in terms of a ggrega tes , 
popula tions , or area s ,  but also  have significa nt impl ica t ions for the 
behavior of individua l s . Thus , the contention tha t the decl ine in the. 
number of farms is  due to operators of marg ina l farms l eaving agr icul ­
ture for nonagr icultura l j obs i s  supported by the ecolog i ca l finding 
that the decl ine in the numbe!' of farms is pr imarily a s s o c ia ted vdth a 
decl ine in the number of sma l l  farms . However ,  no mea sur es of "marg in­
a l ity" were included in this study, and thus , this interpreta tion must 
be tentative . 
6 .  A s  indicated in Chapter VI of this thesis , a g e  c ohort var i-
abl es were el iminated from the regress ion procedure a fter the initial 
regression a na lys is . These va riables were el iminated because  the var i­
ables concerning the age cohorts - of farm operators in ea c h  county 
possessed pos itive regression coeffic ients of s imilar ma g n itude indi ­
cating that changes i n  the age structure o f  the farm operators d o  not 
expla in changes in the number of farm units . However , this finding does 
indicate that the process of farm operators l eaving the ir farms is not 
selective by age . Thus , s imilar proportions of farm opera tors from ea ch 
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a ge c ohort are sel l ing the ir farms , rather than the ma j or ity of sel l ers 
being of  a particular age group . Thus , the contention that the change 
in the number of farm units is  due to an aging rura l population in 
which many farmers are sel l ing their farms and retiring is not sup­
ported . 
Limitations and Recommendat ions 
Limitations of the Study 
The study had the following l imita tions : 
1 .  S ome variables that ma y have been rel eva nt cou l d  not enter 
the regression equa tion due to differences in definition of  these 
variables between the tv:o census years e 
2 .  Some variables that may have been rel evant c ould  not enter the 
regress ion equa tion due to differences in the categories  used in the 
two census years .  
3 . Var iables were not adjus·ted for infla t ion ; . 
however , this  study 
attempted to expla in changes in the number of farm un its by cha nges in  
other soc ioec onomic  var iabl es related to  the counties , the  farm oper­
ators , a nd the farm un its . Thus , to adjust variables for the effects 
of inf la tion wou ld have eliminated part of the changes u s ed for the 
explana tion of the var iance of the dependent varia bl e .  
Recommenda tions for Further Research 
The author recommends the following for further research: 
1 . An ana lys i s  of the problems and solutions to the problems 
confronting owners of sma l l  fami� y farms . 
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2 .  A study of the persona l characteristics  of the farm opera tors 
sel l ing their farm units a nd the perceived rea sons of these  farm oper­
ators for s el l ing their farm units . 
3 .  A study of the organizationa l stru cture of the se  consol idated 
farm units . 
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APPENDIX I 
M'\GN ITUDE OF CHANGE IN THE NUMBER OF FARM UNITS 
BETWEEN 1959 AND 1969 , RANK-ORDERED 
BY COUNTY 
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APPENDIX I I  
PERCENT CHANGE IN THE NUMBER OF FARM UN ITS 
BETWEEN 1 959 AND 1 969 , RANK-ORDERED 
County 
Highest Cha nge Gr oup 
Zi eba c h  





High Cha nge Gr oup 
Cla y 
Ca mpbel l  
McCook 
Un i on 
L a ke 
D oug l a s 
Brooking s  
Mi ner 
K i ng s bury 
Mo ody 
Roberts 
Haml i n  
· Grant 
McPher s on 
C orson 
Ya n kton 
Dav i s on 
S p ink 
Turner 
A ur ora 
Sha nnon 
Jera u l d  
Ha nd 
Ma r sha l l  
Sa nborn ·  
Bon Horrrrn e 
Fa l l  River 
Ja cks on 
BY COUNTY 
56 
Perc ent Cha ng e  
I n Number Of 
Fa rm Un its 
-30 . 70 
-25 . 53 
-24 . 98 
-24 . 76 
-24 . 63 
-24 . 34 
-24 . 29 
-24 . 17 
-23 . 33 
-23 . 22 
-22 . 61 
-22 . 4 1 
-22 . 40 
-22 . 06 
-21 . 80 
-21 . 37 
-21 . 34 
-20 . 64 
-20 . 40 
-20 . 3 1 
-20 . 06 
-1 9 . 56 
-1 9 . 47 
- 1 9 . 40 
- 1 9 . 24 
- 1 9 . 09 
-1 9 . 05 
- 1 8 . 87 
-18 . 40 
- 1 8 . 36 
-18 . 1 9 
-18 . 07 
-18 . 05 
-18 . 02 
County 
Modera te Cha nge Group 
Bea dl e  
L i n c o l n  





Gr eg ory 
Fau l k  
Todd 




Wa lwor th 
Edmunds 
Lawren c e  




Su l ly 
Butte 
Me l l ette 
L ow Cha nge Group 
Hu ghes 
Ha rd ing 
Lyma n 
Mea d e  
Jon es 
Sta n l ey 
Ha a k on 
Wa sha ba ugh 
Penn ing ton 
57 
P erc ent Cha nge 
In Number Of 
Farm Un its 
-17 . 73 
-17 . 35 
-17 . l l 
-17 . 02 
-16 . 95 
-16 . 23 
-16 . 21 
-16 . 16 
-15 .45 
-15 .27 . 
-14 . 84 
. -14 . 63 
-13 . 80 
-13 . 54 
-12 . 77 
-12 . 64 
-12 . 62 
-12 . 15 
-12 . 08 
-11 . 83 
-1 1 . 09 
-10 . 24 
-9 . 77 
-8 . 94 
-7 . 99 
-7 . 88 
-6 . 67 
-6 . 65 
-6 . l l  
-5 . 94 
-5 .45 
-0 . 60 
+0 . 29 
58 
APPENDIX I I I  

County Xl 
26 . Gregory -689  
27 .. Haa kon -501 
28 . Harnl in -1 , 13 1  
29 . Hand -829 
30 . Hanson -803 
31 . Harding -516 
32 . Hughes -1 , 093 
33 . Hut�hinson -706 
34 . Hyde -87 
35 .  Jackson -454 
36 . Jerauld  i -738 
37 . Jones I -184 
38 . Kingsbury -1 , 570 
39 . Lake -308 
40 . Lawrence +378 
41 . Lincoln -610 
42 .  Lyman -368 
43 . McCook -1 , 022 
44 . McPherson -799 
45 . Marsha l l  -698 
46 . Meade +4 , 574 
41 . Mel l ette -244 
48 . Miner -944 
49 ·. Minnehaha +8 , 634 
50 . Moody -1 , 188 
X2 X3 
- 1 , 107 +418 
-340 -1 61 
- 1 , 126 -5 









-1 , 036 ...445 
-1 , 005 -189 
+564 +2 , 546 
-765 +i  
-1 , 859 +210 
- 1 , 101 +79 





-1 , 554 +1 , 618 
-1 , 1 65 -23 
X4 X5 
-0 . 7  1 . 5  
-0 . 3  1 . 9 
-2 . 0  2 . 3  
-0 . 6  2 . 1  
-1 . 8  0 . 7 
-0 . 2  1 . 6 
-1 .4 0 . 3 
-0 . 9  0 . 1  
-0 . 1  1 . 9  
-0 . 6  ; 0 . 5  
-1 .4  0 . 5  
-0 . 2  1 . 4 
-1 . 9  2 . 1  
-0 .4  1 . 4  
·-o . 5  0 . 6  
-1 . 1  3 . 0 
-0 . 3  1 . 9 
-1 . 7  2 . 5  
-0 . 7  0 . 2  
-0 . 6  1 . 6 
+1 . 3  1 . 8 
-0 . 1  3 . 3 
- 1 . 7  2 . 0  
+10 . 9  0 . 3  
-2 . 2  1 . 9  
x6 
+2 , 374 
+3 , 035 
+3 , 495 
+3 , 523 
+2 , 898 
+ 1 , 582 
+3 , 709 
+2 , 896 
+1 , 934 
+2 , 863 
+3 , 395 
+3 ,'828 
+2 ,  713  
+2 , 290 
-f:-2 , 835 
+3 , 559 
+3 , 973 
+2 ,459 
+2,323 
+2 , 512  
+3 , 729 
+2 ,  963 
+ 2 , 827 
+3 , 618 





























C ou.nty . Xl X2 
51 . Pennington + 1 , 154 -741 
52 •. P erkins -1 , 208 -587 
53 . Potter -477 -135 
54 . Roberts -1 , 512  -1 , 190 
55 . Sanborn -944 -391 
56 . Shannon +2 , 1 98 +510 
57 . Spink -1 , 1 1 1  -410 
58 . Stanley -1 , 628 -311 
59 . Sul 1. y -245 -320 
60 . Todd +1 , 945 -136 
61 . Tripp \ ... 590 -634 
62 . Turner ' -1 , 287 -466 
63 . Union -544 -1 ,433 
64 . Wa lworth -255 -241 
65 . Wa shabaugh +347 -108 
66 . Yankton +l ,488 -687 
67 . Zieba ch -274 +331 
X3 X4 
-2 , 670 +0 . 4  
-621 -0 . 4 
-342 -0 . 5  
-1 98 -1 . 4  
-553 -1 . 6  
-1 , 758 + 1 . 0 
-692 -0 . 8  
+ 1 , 318  -1 . 1  
+89 -0 . 1  
+2 ,081  +l .'4 
-147 -0 . 4  
-821 -2 . 2  
+767 -1 . 2 
-206 -0 . 1  
+316  +0 . 3  
-326 +3 . 0  
-123 -0 . 2  
X5 x6 
0 . 2 +2 ,  780 
2 . 2  +3 , 061 
1 . 9 +3 , 810 
0 . 4 +2 , 673 
1 . 2 +2 , 513 
1 . 6  +2 , 516 
2 .4 +3 , 576 
1 . 0 +1 , 972 
0 . 9  +2 , 133 
1 . 5 +3 , 100 
2 . 1  +3 , 738 
2 . 2  +2 , 889 
2 . 0  +3 ,446 
1 . 7 +2 , 385 
1 . 7 -485 
3 . 1  ' +3 , 909 





















Cou.nty X9 X9 
1 .  Aurora +l -61 
2 •. Beadle  +7 -121 
3 .  Bennett -2 -22 
4 .  Bon Homme - 1 2  -75 
5 .  Brookings +13 -87 
6 .  Brown -12 -64 
7 .  Brule  -10 -33 
8 .  Buffa lo  - 1  -14 
9 .  Butte -1 -28 
10 . Campbell  - 1 2  -54 
1 1 . Charles  Mix -2 ' -86 
12 . Clark ·, +6 - -66 
13 . Clay -9 -56 
14 . Codington +3 -52 
1 5 . Corson -3 -68 
16 . Custer +4 -3 
17 . Davison -2 -80 
18 . Day -2 -no 
19 . Deuel -9 -52 
20 . Dewey +3 -57 
21 . Dougla s -15  -:61 
22 . Edmunds +11  -45 
23 . Fa l l  R iver -6 -18 
24 . Faulk -2 -66 
25 . Grant -5 -63 
Xl O X11 
-41 +2 
-93 -14 



















-60 -16  

























-11  +25 
+8 -17 
-14 -17  
-19 -18 
Xl4 
+1 . 3 . 
+ 2 . 3 
+2. 7 
+ 1 . 6  
+0 . 5  
+ 1 . 7  
+2. 2 
+ 1 . 9  
+2. 0  
+2 .1  
+1 . 3  
+1 . 5  
+2 . 3  
+1 . 6  
+1 . 8  
+0 . 7  
+2. 3  
+1 .4  
+2 . 1 
+2. 9  
+1 . 6  
+2 . 1  
+ 2 . 4  
+1 . 1  
+0 . 7  
. · · \ . : : ! 
:.. . . 
°' 
tv 
County X8 X9 Y10 X1 1  X12 X13  X14 
-
26 . Gregory +9 -69 -68 -39 +8 +9 +2 . 0 ·  
27 . Haakon +6 -2 -16  +2 -10 +7 +0 . 5  
28 . Haml in + 12 -72 -76 -23 -5 
- 1 5  +1 . 5 
29 . Hand -1  -89 -66 - 14 +l -3 +2 . 8  
30 . Hanson 0 -69 -4.8 -32 -26 -7 +1 .4 
31 . Harding 0 -9 -20 - 10 +10  +5 + 1 . 4  
32. Hughes +5 -22 -8 +1 6 +3 -12 +0 . 4  
33 . Hutchinson +23 -165 -86 -20 +
i -2 +1 . 9 ..L 
34 . Hyde + l  -26 -12 -20 0 - 1 1 +0 . 4  
35 . Jackson -4 -4 0 -26 + 15  - 12 + 1 . 0  
36 . Jerauld -1  -45 -47 - 1 0  + 6 +3 -+2 . 9  
37 . Jones · +12 _-15 -24 - 1 5  +21 . +9 + 1 . 8  
38 . Kingsbury -8 -108 -94 +33 -73 0 + 1 . 9  
39 . Lake -19 -94 -103 -35 + 16  -17 +2. 8 
40 . Lawrence + 1  -9 -22 .+1  +4 -9 + 1 . 4  
41 . Lincoln -18 - 109 -107 -59 +46 -15  +2.2  
42. L'yman +2 -15 -40 -4 +40 -6 + 1 . 7  
43 . McCook -5 -116  -71 �26 -23 -40 +1 . 5  
44 . McPherson -3 -102 -97 +45 -25 +1 +2 . 4  
45 . Marsha l l  +21 -57 -61 -3 1 -8 - 13 + 0 . 7  
46 . .Meade + 1 1  -19 -20 -15  +59 -55 +0 . 5  
47 . Mel l ette +4 - 1 1 -15 -6 0 +5 +0 . 8  
48 .  Miner + l  -70 -88 -33 + 30 -27 + 2 . 8  
49 . Minnehaha -33 -78 -150 -8 +9 -51 + 1 . 3  
50 . Moody +10 -80 - 1 1 6  -63 +19 - 15 + 1 . 9  
� 
County X8 X9 XlO 
Xl l  X12 X13  X14 
51 . Pennington - 1  - 1 - 1 6  -54 +72 +1 1  +2 . 0 . 
52 . Perkins +10 -49 -91 +15 +54 -14 +3 . 0 
53 . P otter -2 -25 +3 -8 - 13 -9 +0 . 2  
54 . Roberts -31 -83 -70 -147 -34 -3 + 1 . 5 
55 . Sanborn +5  -49 -49 + 14 -37 - 1  + 1 . 4  
56 .  Shannon +2 -14 -14 -1  +2  -4 +2 . 1 
57 . Spink +3 -121 -105 . +16  -34 -2 + 1 . 9  
58 . Stanley -1  -10 -12 +9 +16  -11  + 1 . 7  
59 . Sul ly  +3  -33 + 17 +6  -26 -5 -0 . 1  
60 . Todd -2 - 16  -28 +7 -7 -4 + 1 . 9  
61 . Tripp . +10 . -37 -100 +22 +49 -46 +0 . 9  
62 . Turner . +3 �167 -77 -27 -6 -24 + 1 . 8  
63 . Union -19  -107 -1 20 0 -25 +5 +3 . 1  
64 . Wa lworth -7 -44 - 1 6  -30 +27 +9 +3 . 1  
65 . Wa shabaugh +6 0 -5 -5 -1 +5 +0 . 3  
66 . Yankton 0 -116  -104 -18 +24 -12 +2 . 5  
67 . Ziebach 0 -44 -20 -5 -7 -18 + 1 . 2  
� 
C o�nty X15  -
1 .  Aurora +26 
2 .  Beadle  0 
3 . Bennett +17 
4 .  Bon Homme +1 8  
5 .  Brookings +29 
6 .  Brown +92 
7 .  Brule  +36 
s .  Buffa lo  -8 
9 .  Butte +17 
10 . Campbel l  -4 
1 1 . Charles Mix +58 
12 . Clark 
I +33 
13 . Clay +38 
14 . Codington -8 
15 . Corson +12  
16 . Custer +8 
17 . Davison +35 
18 . Day -50 
1 9 .  Deuel +21 
20 . Dewey -2 
21 . Douglas -11  
42 . Edmunds -4 
23 . Fa ll  River -4 
24 . Faulk +30 





















- 1 1  
+1 1 . 





-28 , 729 
+14 , 204 
+112 , 062 
-5 , 016  
-29 ,739 
-8 , 861 
+1 1 , 510 
-2 , 799 
+26 , 628 
-49 , 661 
-18 , 742 
-17 ' 734 
-2 ,415 
-9 , 320 
-f:41 , 933 
-69 , 219 
-3 , 705 
-29 , 1 19  
+8 , 282 
+231 ,448 
-11 , 680 
-12 , 986 
+133 , 577 
-5 , 565 
-13 , 644 
Xl8 
+89 . 2  
+133 . 4  
+663 . 7 
+56 . 1  
+62 . 6  
+105 . 8  
+164 . 4  
+707 . 8  
+324 . 1  
+ 156 . 0  
+83 . 5 • 
+ 146 . 2  
+77 . 9  
+71 . 9  
+ 653 . 7 
+ 63 . 6  
+ 81 . 0  
+ 1 18 . 9  
+77 . 0  
+ l  , 455 . 6  
+81 . 7  
+ 108 . 9  
+863 . 5  
+ 172 . 5  




26 . Gregory 
27 • .  Haa kon 
28 . Haml in 
29 . Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes 
33 . Hutchinson 
34 . Hyde 
35 . Jackson 
36 . Jerauld i 
37 . Jones 
38 . Kingsbury . 
39 . Lake 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . L incoln 
42 . Lyman 
43 . McCook 
44 . McPherson 
45 . Marsha ll 
46 . Meade 
47 . Mel l ette 
48 . Miner 
49 . Minnehaha 




+8 +19  
+4 +22 
+ 14 +33 
+33 +12  





+18  +7 
+ 17 +31 
+ 98 +65 
+ 12 +14 





+75 +75 . 
- 8 - 9  
+19 +52 
+ 177 +208 
+72 +55 
Xl7 
+21 , 381  
+.39 ,  942 
+6 , 988 ' 
-17 , 672 
.:.l0 , 551  
-77 , 787 
-10 , 564 
-9 , 325 
-9 , 299 
+751, 0lO 
-6 , 878 
-73 , 837 
-25 , 984 
-15 ,402 
+8 , 360 
-2, 168 
+42 ,446 
-20 , 665 
+18 , 748 
-34 , 223 
-38 , 304 
-55 , 524 
-16 , 905 
-l l , 814 
-15 ,743 
Xl8 
+147 . 7  
+281 . 9  
+99 . 5 
+1 90 . 9  
+96 . 2  
+156 . 1  
+88 . 9  
+56 . 3  
+216 . 1  
+l , 017 . 7  
+ 1 18 . 5  
+145 . 8  
+88 . 8 
+68 . 9 
+151 . 3  
+44 . 8  
+202 . 5  
+68 . 0  
+224 . 2  
+89 . 1 · 
+ 130 . 2 . 
+58 . 4  
+86 . 3  
+42 . 1  
+57 . 2  
°' 
°' 
County X15  
5 1 . Pennington +58 
52 .. Perkins +35 
53 . Potter - 14 
54 . Roberts +46 
55 . Sanborn +68 
56 . Shannon -8 
57 . Spink -69 
58 . Stanley + 18 
59 . Sul �y +32 
60 . Todd -4 
61 . Tripp \ +41 
62 . Turner +44 
63 . Union -45 
64 . Walworth +26 
65 . Washabaugh +2 
66 . Yankton · +57 




















+266 , 833 
-72 , 867 
+10 , 633 
-21 , 337 
+24 , 681  
+386 , 067 
+876 
+75 , 923 
·-42 , 695 
+282 , 151 
-26 , 181 
-5 , 371 
-4 , 853 
-38 , 799 
+39 , 673 
+3 , 134 
-165 , 260 
X1a 
+376 . 8  . 
+223 . 8  
+ 185 . 7  
+87 . 3  
+151 . 5  
+1 , 670 . 1  
+168 . l  
+674 . 4  
+72 . 2  
+l , 387 . 2  
+98 . 2  
+51 . 1  
+62 . 2  
+48 . l 
+258 . 4  
+64 . 6 




1 .  Aurora 
2 .  Beadle  
3 .  Bennett 
4 .  Bon Homme 
5 .  Brookings 
6 .  Brown 
7 .  Brul e  
8 .  Buffa l o  
9 .  Butte 
10 . Campbell  
1 1 . Charles  Mix 
12 . Clark 
13 . Clay 
14 . Codington 
15 . Corson 
1 6 .  Cu ster 
17 . Davi son 
18 . Day 
1 9 .  Deuel 
20 . Dewey 
21 . Douglas  
22 . Edmunds 
23 . Fa l l  River 
24 . Fau lk  
25 . Grant 
X1 9  
37 , 564 
37 , 150 
64 , 194 
24 , 234 
21 , 679 
60 , 918 
45 , 160 
133 , 184 
57 , 184 
44 , 931  
26 , 906 
36 , 323 
41 , 168 
27 , 304 
1 10 , 941 
41 , 125 
30 , 880 
38 , 360 
25 , 258 
100 , 589 
27 , 586 
36 , 512 
60 ,713 
56 , 532 
24 , 632 
X20 
45 . 57 . 
43 .49 
14 . 42 
52 . 52 
44 . 76 
71 . 08 
30 . 00 
37 . 03 
1 6 . 74 
39 . 12 
I 
39 . 96 
42 . 53 
84 . 01 
50 . 67 
30 . 08 
26 . 67 
54 .74 
55 . 90 
46 . 31 
16 . 62 
43 . 08 
34 . 68 
14 . 48 
42 . 26 
44 .46 
x21 
-20 , 879 
-55 , 582 
-24 , 753 
-56 , 101  
-82 , 244 
-27 , 948 
-22 , 564 
+3 , 8 14 
+7 , 776 
-62 , 182 
-64 , 504 · 
-31 , 1 95 
-58 , 346 
+4 , 715 
-48 , 869 
-7 , 746 
-31 , 7 17 
+21 , 645 
-4o ·, 758 
-19 , 504 
-37 ,420 
-62 , 919  
-7 , 1 7 1  
I +20 , 794 




26 . Gregory 
27 . Haakon 
28 . Haml in 
29 . Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes 
33 . Hutchinson 
34 . Hyde 
35 . Jackson 
36 . Jerauld 
37 . Jones 
'1 
1 
38 . Kingsbury 
39 . Lake 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . L incoln 
42 . Lyman 
43 . McCook 
44 . McPherson 
45 . Marsha l l  
46 . Meade 
47 . Mel l ette 
48 . Miner 
49 . Minnehaha 
50 . Moody 
X19  
37 , 277 
90 , 393 
25 , 988 
47 , 955 
27 , 808 
124 , 570 
82 , 710 
27 ,465 
77 , 193 
90 ,098 
33 , 129 
- 66 ,429 
24 , 349 
18 , 838 
46 , 326 
1 9 , 802 
66 , 875 
22 , 397 
45 ,723 
38 , 652 
. 50 , 586 
57 , 456 
. 23 , 906 
21 , 263 
23 , 746 
X20 
39 . 70 
24 . 12 
43 . 58 
37 .71  
48 . 50 
24 .41  
51 . 14 
57 . 34 
40 .44 
20 .J3 
41 . 27 
30 . 51 
35 . 96 
31 . 90 
30 . 78 
43 . 14 
35 . 10 
37 . 01 
38 . 24 
47 . 91 
17 . 67 
22 . 1 1 
39 . 66 
59 . 90 
41 . 20 
X21 
-46 , 310-
+6 , 201 
+20 , 402 
+66 , 546 
+35 
-1 , 010  
+20 ,3 90 
-63 , 351  
+12 , 488 
-17 , 840 
. -3 ,  744 
- 14 , 220 
-72 , 094 
-65 , 605 
+ 1 , 464 
-58 , 202 
+8 , 975 
-71 , 450 
-34 , 317 
-51 , 101  
+16 , 332 
-11 , 137 
-48 , 930 





51 . Pennington 
52 . Perkins 
53 . Potter 
54 . Roberts 
55 . Sanborn 
56 . Shannon 
57 . Spink 
58 . Stanley 
59 . Sul ly 
60 . Todd 
61 . Tr ipp 
62 . Turner 
63 . Union 
64 . Wa lworth 
65 . Wa shabaugh 
66 . Yankton . 
67 . Zieba ch 
X19  
59 , 670 
54 , 359 
58 , 877 
26 , 301  
32 , 001 
90 , 043 
59 , 526 
1 1 6 ,  199 
109 , 873 
138 ,483 
\ 
49 , 077 
20 ,439 
37 , 945 
38 , 917 
95 , 179 
36 , 257 
104 ,756 
X20 
24 . 76 
15 . 78 
38 . 27 
46 . 41 
34 . 57 
5 . 16 
59 . 61 
20 .78 
58 . 21 
25 . 56 
39 . '50 
43 .42 
96 . 59 
38 . 06 
24 . 35 
91 . 00 
17 . 95 
X21 
· -8 , 898 
-46 , 71 9  
+36 , 477 
-49 , 847 
-29 , 777 
-21 , 595 
+86 , 858 
+8 , 153 
+91 , 738 
-29 ,405 
-61 , 681 " 
-73 , 017 
-45 , 046 
-83 , 993 
-4 , 585 





1 .  Aurora 
2 • . Beadle 
3 .  Bennett 
4 .  Bon Homme 
5 .  Brookings 
6 .  Brown 
7 .  Brul e  
8 .  Buffa lo  
9 .  Butte 
10 . Campbell 
11 . Charles Mix 
12 .  Clark 
13 . Clay 
14 . Codington 
15 . Corson 
1 6 .  Custer 
17 . Davison 
18 . Day 
1 9 .  Deuel 
20 . Dewey 
21 . Dougla s 
22 . Edmunds 
23 . Fa l l  River 
24 . Faulk 
25 . Grant 
x22 
+55 , 904 
+109 ,763 
+15 , 367 
+36 , 371  
+33 , 399 
+62 , 183 
+40 , 673 
+6 , 200 
-489 
-14 , 053 
+74 , 652 
+41 , 773 
+8 , 269 ,'\ 
+20 , 379 
+25 , 351 
-6 , 820 
+39 , 775 
+53 , 798 
+31 , 189 
-18 , 170 
+40 ,3 18 
+57 , 508 
+l , 890 
+28 , 688 





































-2 , 531  
+320 




+1 , 142 
+106 












26 . Gregory 
27 • . Haakon 
28 . Haml in 
29 . · Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes 
33 . Hutc'hinson 
34 . Hyde 
35 . Jackson 
36 . Jerauld 
37 . Jones 
38 . Kingsbury 
39 . Lake 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . L incoln 
42 . Lyman 
43 . • McCook 
44 . McPherson 
45 . fv1arsha 11  
46 . Meade 
4.7 .  Me ll ette 
48 . Miner 
49 . Minnehaha 
50 . Moody 
X22 
+64 , 477 
+12 , 051 
+28 , 397 
+79 , 199 
+19 ,093 
+3 , 333 
+10 , 363 
+59 ,462 
+12 , 850 
+ 6 , 627 
; +34 , 837 
+10 , 522 
+36 , 310 
+22 ,  747 
-1 , 627 
+13 , 917 
+35 , 647 
+36 , 151 
+47 , 602 
+38 , 656 
-640 
+14 , 876 
+47 ,410 
+34 , 237 





























+ 1 , 584 
+468 

























5 1 . Pennington 
52 . ,  P erkins 
53 . Potter 
54 . Roberts 
55 . Sa nborn 
56 .  Shannon 
57 . Spink 
58 . Stanley 
59 . Sul ly  
60 . Todd 
61 . Tr ipp \ 
62 . Turner 
63 . Union 
64 . Wa lworth 
65 . Wa shabaugh 
66 . Yankton · 
67 . Ziebach 
X22 X23 
+ 1 1 , 879 -8 
-1 , 404 +9 
+20 , 061 +3 
+35 , 427 -1 
+46 , 007 +l 
-20 , 540 - 1  
+53 , 551  +19  
+6 , 015 +4 
+5 ,424 +9 
+1 6 , 342 +7 
+92 , 228 +6 
+32 , 327 -14 
+ 9 , 00 1 -15 
+28 , 683 0 
+253 +l  









+4 , 210 
+396 
+l , 410  
+ l , 51 2  
+460 








County X25 X26 X27 X2s 
L Aurora 44 105 +38 -95' 
2 .  Beadle 83 173 +so -244 
3 .  Bennett 17 1 1  -43 -39 
4 .  Bon Homme 90 132 +131 -297 
5 .  Brookings 68 214 +56 -336 
6 .  Brown 1 61 1 91 +173 -31 1  
7 .  Brul e  64 73 -11  -107 
s . Buffa lo  1 2  1 3  -8 -32 
9 .  Butte 72 19  -36 -26 
10 . Campbel l 42 65 -29 -70 
1 1 . Charles Mix 77 178 +93 -202 
12 . Clark 58 - 151  +164 - 155 
13 . Clay 95 63 -66 -128 
14 . Codington 45 1 1 1  +165 -155 
15 . Corson 35 92 -27 -no 
16 . Custer 10 22 +14 -29 
17 . Davison 49 100 +43 . - 173 
18 . Day 44 170 +254 -198 
19 . Deuel 41 126 +162 -261 
20 . Dewey 22 59 +30 -87 
21 . Douglas  34 190 +20 -186 
22 . Edmunds 51 144 +37 -162 
23 .  Fa l l  River 8 35 +4 -59 . 
24 .  Faulk 54 106 +15 -153 
25 . Grant 31  183 +104 -208 
� 
County 
26 . Gregory 
27 • .  Haakon 
28 . Haml in 
29 . Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes 
33 . Hutchinson 
34 . Hyde 
35 . Jackson 
36 . Jerauld \ 
37 . Jones 
38 . Kingsbury 
39 .  Lake 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . L incoln 
42 . Lyman 
43 . McCook 
44 .  McPherson 
45 . Marsha l l 
46 . Meade 
47 . Mel l ette 
48 . Miner 
49 .  Minnehaha 













19 - 26 
58 137 . 



































































51 . P ennington 
52 . Perkins 
53 . Potter 
54 . Roberts 
55 . Sanborn 
56 . Shannon 
57 . Spink 
58 . Stanley 
59 . Sul ly 
60 . Todd 
61 . Tripp ;, 
62 . Turner ' 
63 . Union 
64 . Wa lworth 
65 . Wa shabaugh 
66 . Yankton · 
67 . Ziebach 
X25 X26 
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County X29 X30 X3 1  
1 .  Aurora -136 5 , 852 , 225 1 1 , 751 
2 .  Beadle  -255 17 , 260 , 808 16 , 957 
3 .' Bennett -17 907 , 755 5 , 719 
4 .  Bon Homme - 153 10 , 168 , 019  1 1 , 533 
5 .  Brooking s  -288 8 , 545 ,8 18 8 , 836 
6 .  Brown -295 21 , 656 , 295 16 , 979 
7 .  Brule  -59 6 , 659 , 345 14 , 295 
8 .  Buffalo  -1 6  998 ,895 1 6 ,  760 
9 .  Butte -57 5 , 307 , 875 12 , 241 
10 . Cam!Jbell  -75 2 , 876 , 491 9 , 237 
I 
1 1 . Charles Mix -225 13 , 174 , 534 12 , 836  
12 . Clark " _ -281 8 , 198 , 371 1 1 , 286 
13 . Clay -130 10 , 345 , 706 17 , 537 
14 . Codingt_on - 183 9 , 925 , 040 13 , 186 
15 . Corson -37 . 3 , 881 , 285 10 , 154 
1 6 .  Custer -17 1 , 043 , 526 4 ,423 
17 . Davison - 1 16 6 , 528 , 936 1 2 , 470 
18 . Day -297 8 ,450 , 349 9 , 462 
1 9 .  Deuel -201 6 , 355 , 115  8 , 3 18 
20 . Dewey -93 3 , 137 , 634 10 , 785 
21 . Dougla s -130 5 , 896 , 077 1 1 , 006 
22 . Edmunds -80 6 , 445 , 730 . 9 ,  716  
23 . Fa l l  River -13 1 , 039 , 015  4 , 994 
24 . Faulk -62 5 , 977 , 836 13 , 091 




26 . Gregory 
27 . Haakon 
28 . Haml in 
29 . Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes  
33 . Hutchinson 
34 . Hyde 
35 . Ja ckson 
36 . Jerauld \ 
37 . Jones I 
38 . Kingsbury 
39 . Lake 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . L incoln 
42 . Lyman 
43 . McCook 
44 . McPherson 
45 . Marsha l l  
46 . Meade 
47 . Mel l ette 
48 . Miner 
49 . Minnehaha 




























7 , 026 , 906 
3 , 719 , 915 
5 , 109 ,299 
9 ,416 , 563 
4 , 768 , 363 
2 , 368 , 941 
2 , 686 , 786 
14 , 332 , 492 
1 , 954 , 731  
1 , 1 66 , 937 
3 , 91 5 , 812  
1 , 109 , 390 
7 , 237 , 265 
5 , 335 , 178 
. 1 ,404 , 435 
10 , 750 , 614 
6 , 063 , 958 
5 , 785 , 579 
7 , 320 , 562 
13 , 806 , 768 
8 , 622 , 161 
2 , 615 , 948 
3 , 718 , 565 
1 9 , 083 , 842 
6 , 649 , 970 
X3 1  
10 , 058" 
l l  , 048 
9 , 21 9  
13 , 844 
10 , 894 
8 , 662 
9 , 954 
1 2 , 268 
8 , 691  
10 , 414 
10 , 902 
4 , 377 
10 , 3 14 
8 , 990 
6 , 088 
10 , 758 
1 1 , 480 
8 , 387 
1 1 , 839 
20 , 774 
1 1 , 873 
10 , 925 
6 , 991  
13 , 627 




51 . Pennington 
52 .  Perkins 
53 . Potter 
54 .  Roberts 
55 . Sanborn 
56 . Shannon 
57 . Spink 
58 . Stanl ey 
59 . Sul l y  
60 . Todd 
61 . Tripp \ 
62 . Turner I 
63 . Union 
64 . Wa lworth 
65 . Washabaugh 
66 . Yankton · 




















4 , 218 , 303 
5 , 202 , 633 
7 , 891 , 771 
1 0 , 40 9 , 059 
4 ,474 , 603 
909 , 291 
1 6 ,  1 1 1 , 380 
3 , 559 , 46i 
. 4 , 628 , 284 
3 , 099 , 590 
I 
9 , 632 , 447 
14 , 087 , 066 
8 , 539 ,731  
. 1 , 620 , 613 . 
. 1 , 132 , 182 
10 , 949 ,886 
2 , 197 , 795 
X31  
· 6 , 271  . 
9 , 155 
20 , 397 
9 , 030 
9 , 990 
6 , 710 
1 6 , 651 
20 , 442 
15 , 874 
13 , 752 
1 1 , 529 
1 2 , 585 
1'3 , 0 1 2  
5 , 701  
6 , 219  
13 , 186 




1 .  Aurora 
2 .  Beadle  
3 . ' Bennett 
4 . Bon Homme 
5 .  Brookings 
6 .  Brown 
7 .  Brul e  
s . Buffa lo  
9 .  Butte 
10 . Campbell  
1 1 . Charles Mix 
12 . Clark 
13 . Clay 
14 . Codington 
15 . Corson 
16 . Custer 
17 . Davison 
18 . · Day 
1 9 .  Deuel 
20 . Dewey 
21 . Dougla s 
22 . Edmunds 
23 . Fa l l  River 
24 .- Faulk 
25 . Grant 
X32 
-
+1 , 266 , 290 
+3 , 401 , 261 
-975 , 529 
+l , 789 ,  765 
+2, 676 , 852 
+9 , 280 , 380 
+1 , 103 , 156 
+484 , 595 .. 
-306 , 271  
+710 , 320 _ 
\ 
+3 ' 38:3 ' 750 
+4 , 531 , 349 
+2 , 069 , 084 
+3 , 341 , 1?3 
+1 , 697 , 084 
-41 , 66ti 
+l ,498 ,399 . . 
+4 , 986 ,410 
+1 , 563 , 534 
+1 , 01 1 , 214 
+l , 924 , 308 
+2 , 609 ; 403 
-220 , 605 ... 
+2 , 56'.) , 061 
+3 , 21 5 , 312 
X33 
4 , 585 , 841 
13 , 859 , 547 
1 , 883 , 284 
8 , 378 , 254 
5 , 868 , 866 
12 , 375 , 915 
5 , 556 , 189 
514 , 300 
5 , 614 , 146 
2 , 266 , 171 
I 
9 , 788 , 784 
3 , 667 , 005 
8 , 276 , 622 
6 , 583 , 877 
2 , 184 , 201 
1 , 073 , 091 
5 , 030 , 457 
3 ,463 , 939 
4 , 791 , 58 1  
2 , 126 , 420 
3 , 971 , 71 9  
3 , 836 , 327 
1 , 258 , 662 
3 , 1 17 ' 775 




26 . Gregory 
27 . Haa kon 
I 
28 . Haml in 
29 . Hand 
30 . Hanson 
31 . Harding 
32 . Hughes 
33 . Hutchinson 
34 . Hydt: 
35 . Jackson 
36 . Jerauld 
37 . Jones 
38 . Kingsbury 
39 . La ke 
40 . Lawrence 
41 . Lincoln 
42 .  Lyman 
43 . McCook 
44 . McPherson 
45 . Marsha l l  
46 . Meade 
47 . Mel l ette 
48 . Miner 
49 .  Minnehaha 
50 . Moody 
X32 
+1 , 1 15 , 288 
+926 , 912 
+2 , 471 : 339 
+3 , 01 1 , 941 
+l  , 688 , 978 
+44 6 , 698 
+l , 561 , 580 
+4 , 760 , 460 
+955 , 715 . 
+40 ,461 
i 
+985 , 217 
\ +770 , 622 
+ l , 325 , 392 
+ 1 , 417 , 545 
+186, 101 
+3 , 623 , 913 
+2 ,411 ,462 
+1 , 649, 280 
+2 , 711 , 857 
+3 , 125 , 430 
+806 , 275 
+277 , 351 
+l , 269 , 759 
+4 , 045 , 571 
+2 , 374 ,  125 
X33 
5 , 91 1 , 161 
2 , 792 , 803 
2 , 637 , 960 
6 , 404 , 622 
3 , 079 , 385 
1 , 922 , 043 
1 , 125 , 206 
9 , 572 , 032 
999 ,0 16  
, . 1 , 066 , 476 
2 , 930 , 595 
338 , 768 
5 , 91 1 , 873 
3 , 917 , 633 
1 , 201 , 686 
7 , 126 , 701  
3 , 652 , 496 
4 , 136 , 299 
4 , 607 , 006 
10 , 681 , 338 
7 , 815 , 886 
2 , 338 , 597 
2 , 448 , 806 
15 , 037 , 836 




51 . Pennington 
52 . Perkins 
53 . Potter 
54 . Roberts 
55 .  Sanborn 
56 . Shannon 
57 . Spink 
58 . Stanley 
59 . Sul ly 
60 . Todd 
61 . Tr ipp 
62 . Turner 
63 . Union 
64 . Walworth 
65 . Washabaugh 
66 . Yankton 
67 . Zieba ch 
x
32 
+581 , 035 
+1 , 230 , 260 
+2 , 681 , 868 
+4 , 568 , 516  
+ 1 , 221 , 956 
-462 , 464 
+7 , 792 , 822 
+616 ,  930 
+3 , 786 , 404 
+498 , 180 . 
I 
+2 , 002, 054 
' +2 , 499 , 195 
+2 , 176 , 631 
+149 ' 180 
+68 , 830 
+2 , 825 , 616 
+590 , 759 
X33 
3 , 630 , 354 
3 , 972 , 263 
5 , 209 , 678 
5 , 840 , 543 
3 , 252 , 647 
1 , 371 , 655 
8 , 318 , 408 
2 , 942 , 53 1 
841 , 880 
2 , 60 1 , 410  
7 , 930 , 393 
. 1 1 , 587 , 846 
6 , 361 , 575 
1 , 471 , 385 
l , 063 , l l6  
8 , 123 , 870 
1 , 607 , 036  
co 
I\) 
